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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

1. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Majima 
(WO 01/092417 as evidenced by US 6780482, which is used as an Equivalent English 
document). 

This rejection is as set forth in the action dated 1 1/28/06, recopied below for 
convenience. 

Majima discloses polyester films for metal sheet laminating. Said films comprise 
80-40 wt% polybutylene terephthalate and 20-60 wt% polyethylene terephthalate 
(abstract). 

Regarding the requirement of the half value width of the recrystallization peak: 
Applicants specification (pg 10-12) discloses the half value width to be a function of the 
processing technique. Specifically, when only one extruder is used, a higher melt 
blending temperature and higher blending time is necessary, thus causing the PET and 
PBT undergo transesterification. The resulting films have a half value width greater 
than 0.25 (see comparative examples). When PET and PBT are first initially melted in 
separate extruders/containers and further melt-mixed together, the melt mixing can take 
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place in a short time frame, decreasing the transesterification of the product. Films from 
said process have a half value width less than 0.25 (see examples). Applicants have 
clearly shown this to be the case in their specification and Examples. As such, 
Examiner first notes that the composition requirements have been met by Majima. 
Further, Majima discloses using the same process of applicants, where the individual 
components are separately melted in different extruders prior to blending and extruding 
(Column 8 Lines 61-64 and Column 10 Lines 33-37). Majima prefers this method in 
order to control the ester exchange reaction (Column 8 Lines 63-64). As the processing 
conditions are met, Examiner finds the half value width of the recrystallization peak to 
be inherent in Majima, thus meeting all the limitations of Claims 1 and 2. 

Claim 3 requires a peak temperature of recrystallization of not less than 180C, 
which is obtained from heating the film and then cooling at a rate of 25C/min (see 
applicants specification pg 21 lines 20 - pg 22 line 2). Majima discloses a heat-up 
crystallization peak (Tc) obtained by heating the film and cooling at a rate of 100C/min 
(Column 16 Lines 17-28). The recrystallization temperatures of Majima and Applicant 
are not comparable. It is the Examiners position that since Majima has the same 
polymers, processed in the same manner, that the peak temperature of recrystallization 
is inherent. 

The reduced viscosity is 0.75 or higher (abstract), see Table 2 which discloses 
numerous examples (ex 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 10-12) in which the intrinsic viscosity of the 
stretched film is higher than 0.80, as required for Claim 4. Said film is used for 
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laminating a metal sheet (title) and form processing (Column 12 Lines 21-27), as 
required for Claims 5 and 6. 



Conclusion 
Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 12/1 9/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant submitted a declaration 12/19/07. In light of the declaration 
Applicant argues that the half value of crystallization is not met by Majima. Further, 
Applicant argues that in light of the Examples shown in the declaration, the Examples in 
the Specification and the Specification itself that "the film having a half value width of 
not more than 0.22 of amended claim 1 can be produced only by separately melting 
polyester A (PET and polyester (B) (PBT, PTT, or PEN) in different extruders, 
introducing the melted polyester A and polyester B into an extruder having a small 
compression ratio, and suitably controlling the resin temperature and extruder 
temperature". 

3. Examiner disagrees. Regarding the declaration, Applicant firstly refers to 
Inventive Example 12, wherein prior to amendment Applicant contends that the 
composition of Example 12 met the requirements of Claim 1 . This is not a true 
statement. Example 12 of Applicant's invention is drawn to the use of one extruder and 
a low compression ratio. The resulting half value of 0.39 (see Table 2) does not meet 
the half value of claim 1 , now, or prior to, the amendment since claim 1 required a half 
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value of less than 0.25 (originally) and 0.22 (currently). Further, in light of the 
Examiners previous remarks wherein Majima discloses the use of separate extruders, 
Applicant has exemplified the use of only 1 extruder, presumably since this is what is 
exemplified in the Examples of Majima, however, the disclosure of Majima cannot be 
limited to the Examples. The use of 2 separate extruders is taught by Majima as 
previously set forth and thusly drawing comparisons to the use of only 1 extruder is 
inappropriate. As such, the finding that the half value of Majima is greater than that of 
Claim 1 is not persuasive since it is the position of the Examiner than when Majima 
uses 2 extruders the half value would be met. The declaration does not properly 
compare Majima to the invention and is thusly not deemed persuasive, nor can any 
viable conclusions be drawn from said declaration. 

4. Further regarding Applicant's statement that "the film having a half value width of 
not more than 0.22 of amended claim 1 can be produced only by separately melting 
polyester A (PET and polyester (B) (PBT, PTT, or PEN) in different extruders, 
introducing the melted polyester A and polyester B into an extruder having a small 
compression ratio, and suitably controlling the resin temperature and extruder 
temperature"] whilst the Examiner agrees that the use of 2 separate extruders is 
required (and met by Majima), Applicant has not sufficiently shown what temperature or 
compression ratio variations are required, nor has the Applicant shown that specific 
temperature or compression ratios are required. The Examiner set forth the position 
that "the criticality of the L/D, compression ratio and the L/D of the compression ratio are 
moot because Applicants have not shown how said ratios affect the half value property. 
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Applicant has not disclosed any Examples in Applicants Specification to back up said 
argument. Examiner notes that while Examples 1 and 3 have different compression 
ratios, the resin temperature is different. As such the Examiner cannot determine the 
affect the compression ratio has on the half value. Even if the temperature was the 
same, the Examiner has no way of knowing what the critical range is of said ratios." 

5. Applicant has not submitted any further evidence, other than the broad teachings 
of the specification and the examples which were already available to the Examiner, as 
to the criticality of the stated variables. Further, though the Applicant states that 
"suitably controlling the resin temperature and extruder temperature" is required, said 
temperatures seem to depend on the compression ratio and the polymers themselves, 
wherein one would be required to use different operating temperatures and 
compression ratios for different polymer blends, since the blends would inherently have 
different melting temperature/viscosities. It is thusly still unclear why, since Majima 
meets the process and compositional elements (and also discloses the inclusion of 
phosphorous compounds, which are exemplified by Applicant as a seemingly key 
component) the half value is not inherent in Majima. 

6. Examiner requests data to the contrary and the rejection thusly stands. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alicia M. Toscano whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2451 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 8:30 AM to 5 PM. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/501 ,092 Page 7 

Art Unit: 1796 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Randy Gulakowski can be reached on 571-272-1302. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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